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Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 

The text of those sections of Title 35, U.S. Code not included in this action can 
be found in a prior Office action. 

Claims 1-14 are again rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Stuble et al (4,904,282), in view of Gillingham et al (5,820,646). 

Stuble et al disclose a method of cleaning a filter media construction by directing 
a flow of pressurized fluid into the media construction (col. 5, lines 13-24 and lines 46- 
68), removing at least some particulate material from the media construction, and 
directing a pulse of compressed gas into the media construction (col. 6, line 62 through 
col. 9, line 68). Stuble et al further disclose the filter media construction (15) being 
arranged in a V-shape (col. 4, lines 29-37) to define a clean air plenum (2'1 ) 
therebetween and the first filter element and the second filter element being arranged 
adjacent to each other to form a V-configuration (see Fig. 3). Claims 1-14 differ from 
the disclosure of Stuble et al in that the filter media construction being made from a 
flexible permeable material having a plurality of flutes. Gillingham et al disclose a filter 
media (22) made from a flexible permeable material having a plurality of flutes (24) 
wherein each of the flutes (24) has a first end portion adjacent to the media construction 
first end and a second end portion adjacent to the media construction second end, and 
the selected ones of the flutes (24) being open at the first end portion and closed at the 
second end portion (36) and selected ones of the flutes being closed at the first end 
portion and open at the second end portion (see Fig. 1, col. 4, line 66 through col. 5, line 
39). It would have been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time 
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the invention was made to substitute the filter (15) by a filter media with a plurality of 
flutes as taught by Gillingham et al in the method of cleaning a filter media of Stuble et 
al since the structure of fluted filter media is known to increase the filtration surface area 
for high filtration efficiency. 

Although throughout the entire document, Stuble discloses a method of cleaning 
filters by drawing or sucking air out from the filter element, but Stuble does disclose on 
page 5, lines 1 0-1 3, as "the air to be purified can be blown or sucked through the filter 
device (10) by air conveying means such as at least one fan, bellows or the like (not 
shown)". Therefore, Stuble clearly discloses that the method of cleaning filters can be 
either blown or sucked through the filters and Stuble elects to illustrate his method of 
cleaning filter by sucking throughout the reference. 

Regarding to claims 9-14, it is obvious to have the shape of filters as V-shaped or 
any other desired shape such as "non-rectangular parallelogram shape" since it is well 
settled that mere change of shape without affecting the function of the part would have 
been an obvious design modification. See Eskimo Pie Corp v. Levous et al 3 USPQ 23 . 

Claims 15-22 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over 
Stuble et al (4,904,282), in view of Gillingham et al (5,820,646), and further in view of 
Brunner (5,964,909). 

Claims 15-22 call for a gas turbine air intake system comprising a frame having a 
tube sheet defining an aperture and the filter element mounted on the frame and sealed 
against the tube sheet. Brunner discloses an air filtration system comprising a frame 
having a tube sheet defining an aperture and the filter element mounted on the frame 
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and sealed against the tube sheet (see details of Figure 2). It would have been obvious 
to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was made to provide 
an air filtration system with filter elements mounted on a tubesheet with a sealing 
method as taught by Brunner so that the filter elements of Stuble et al and Gillingham to 
provide for a secure dust tight seal and to facilitate easy insertion and removal of filter 
elements into and from a filtration unit. 

Regarding to claims 21 and 22, it is obvious to have the shape of filters as V- 
shaped or any other desired shape such as "non-rectangular parallelogram shape" 
since it is well settled that mere change of shape without affecting the function of the 
part would have been an obvious design modification. See Eskimo Pie Corp v. Levous 
et al 3 USPQ 23 . 

Response to Amendment 

Applicant's arguments filed on July 1 , 2005 have been fully considered but they 
are not persuasive. 

Applicant argues that the primary reference "Stuble does not teach or suggest a 
method of cleaning filters by directing a flow of pressurized fluid into the filter 
construction. In contrast, Stuble teaches a method of cleaning the filters by drawing or 
sucking air out from the filter construction. The Examiner respectfully disagrees. 
Although throughout the entire document, Stuble discloses a method of cleaning filters 
by drawing or sucking air out from the filter element, but Stuble does disclose on page 
5, lines 1 0-1 3, as "the air to be purified can be blown or sucked through the filter 
device (10) by air conveying means such as at least one fan, bellows or the like (not 
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shown)". Therefore, Stuble clearly discloses that the method of cleaning filters can be 
either blown or sucked through the filters and Stuble elects to illustrate his method of 
cleaning filter by sucking (instead of blowing) throughout the reference. 

Applicant further argues that "Stuble also does not teach or suggest a filter 
element having a non-rectangular parallelogram shape". Regarding to claims 9-14, 21 
and 22, it is obvious to have the shape of filters as V-shaped or any other desired shape 
such as "non-rectangular parallelogram shape" since it is well settled that mere change 
of shape without affecting the function of the part would have been an obvious design 
modification. See Eskimo Pie Corp v. Levous et al 3 USPQ 23 . 

Applicant also argues that «Stuble does not teach or suggest that the filters are 
mounted to the tube sheet and the filters are sealingly engaged with the tube sheet so 
that removal of the filters including releasing a seal". The Examiner newly introduces 
Brunner as the tertiary reference in combination with the primary reference Stuble and 
secondary Gillingham to show an air intake system comprising a frame having a tube 
sheet defining an aperture and the filter element mounted on the frame and sealed 
against the tube sheet. Brunner discloses an air filtration system comprising a frame 
having a tube sheet defining an aperture and the filter element mounted on the frame 
and sealed against the tube sheet (see details of Figure 2), as claimed. It would have 
been obvious to a person having ordinary skill in the art at the time the invention was 
made to provide an air filtration system with filter elements mounted on a tubesheet with 
a sealing method as taught by Brunner so that the filter elements of Stuble et al and 
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Gillingham to provide for a secure dust tight seal and to facilitate easy insertion and 
removal of filter elements into and from a filtration unit. 

Regarding to claims 15-22, the phrase «gas turbine oil » has not been given 
patentable weight because it has been held that a preamble is denied the effect of a 
limitation where the claim is drawn to a structure and the portion of the claim following 
the preamble is a self-contained description of the structure not depending for 
completeness upon the introductory clause. Kropa v. Robie. 88 USPQ 478 (CCPA 
1951) . It has also been held that a recitation with respect to the manner in which a 
claimed apparatus is intended to be employed does not differentiate the claimed 
apparatus from a prior art apparatus satisfying the claimed structural limitations. Ex 
parte Masham. 2 USPQ 1647(1987) . 

Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-22 have been thoroughly 
considered but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Minh-Chau T. Pham whose telephone number is (571) 
272-1 163. The examiner can normally be reached on Mon/Tues/Thur/Fri 7:00 am - 
5:30 pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Duane Smith can be reached on (571 ) 272-1 166. The fax phone number for 
the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 
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Patent Examiner 
Art Unit : 1724 
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